Eagleview Recreation Site

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)

The Swiftwater Field Office, Roseburg Didrict, Bureau of Land Management, has andyzed a proposal cdled the
Eagleview Recreation Site. Inthe proposed action, the development of arecreation facility would occur inthe
Middle Umpqua Frontal Andytica Watershed, located in Sections 11; T24S R7W.

The Environmental Assessment (EA), OR-106-94-17, contains adescription and analysis of the proposed action.
A summary of the analysis contained in the EA shows

1. Approximately eight acres were andyzed for development, which represents less than 0.1% of the
watershed |andbase.

2. Thelnterdisciplinary Teamidentified two key issuesto be andyzed; 1) Hydrologic Fow, and 2) Impeds
of Vegetation Conversion (EA, pg. 6).

3. Theproject would not be expected to impact any specia status plants (EA, pg. 4) or cultural resources
(EA, pg. 14).

4. Formad consultation with the US Fish & Wildlife Service has been completed. The Biologica Opinion
determined that the proposed actionis™ . . . not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species
or result in the adverse modification or destruction of designated critica habitat.”

5. Informa consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service has been completed. The Letter of
Concurrence concluded that thisproject was*“ . . . not likely to adversely affect Oregon coast coho salmon
or itscritica habitat.”

This proposdl isin conformance with the " Final - Roseburg District Proposed Resource Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Satement (PRMP/EIS) dated October 1994 and its associated Roseburg District
Record of Decision and Resources Management Plan (RMP) dated June 2, 1995. Thisproposa islocated on
lands within Late-successiona Reserve and Riparian Reserve Land Use Allocations. The RMP permitsthe design
of "new recreationd facilities within Riparian Reserves, including trails and dispersed Sites, so as to not prevent
meeting Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives. . ." (RMP, pg. 26)

Finding of No Significant Impacts. | have reviewed the tests of significance as described in 40 CFR 1508.27 (see
attached). Based on the site specific andysi's summarized in the EA and noted above, it ismy determination thet the
proposed action does not condtitute a mgor federa action with significant impacts to the quadity of the human
environment therefore an Environmental Impact Statement does not need to be prepared. 1n accordance with the
Standards and Guiddines (S&G:s, pg. B-10) | find that Athe proposed activity is consstent with the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy objectives) and Ameetsi or Adoes not prevent attainment() of these objectives.

Jay K. Carlson Date
Swiftwater Fidd Manager



OR-104-94-17
Test for Significant Impacts. (40 CFR 1508.27)

1. Hasimpacts (both beneficid and adverse) determined to be severe? () Yes (v') No
Remarks. The project would generdly be beneficia due to the introduction of control to the dispersed
recregtion currently evidenced on the site.

2. Has sgnificant adverse impacts on public hedth or safety? () Yes (v') No
Remarks. Considering the current sate of public health and safety issues at the proposed recregtion Site
(EA, pgs. 11-12), the project would improve public hedth and safety at this location because of the
presence of the campground host, maintenance personnd, and law enforcement.

3. Adversdly effects such unique geographic characteristics as historic or cultural resources, park, recrestion or
refuge lands, wilderness areas, wild or scenic rivers, sole or principa drinking water aquifers, prime farmlands,
wetlands, floodplainsor ecologicaly significant or critical areasincluding those listed on the Department's National
Regigter of Naturd Landmarks? () Yes (v') No
Remarks: Reviews (Cultura, Recregtion, Wildlife, Hydrology and Fisheries) does not show that the
proposed action would adversdly affect any of the above characteristics (EA, pg. 14).

4. Hashighly controversd effects on the qudity of the human environment? () Yes (v') No
Remarks: No controversd effects were noted as a result of environmenta andyss or public review.

5. Hashighly uncertain and potentidly significant environmentd effectsor involves unique or unknown environmenta
risks? () Yes (v') No
Remarks: The andyss does not indicate that this action would involve unique or unknown risks.

6. Establishesaprecedent for future action or representsadecision in principle about future actionswith potentialy
sgnificant environmentd effects? () Yes (v) No
Remarks. Theadvertissment and employment of aservice contract allowing development of arecreetion
gteisawdl-established practice and does not establish a precedent for future actions.

7. |sdirectly relaed to other actionswithindividualy inggnificant but cumuletively sgnificant environmenta effects?
() Yes (v) No
Remarks: Wefind that this action would not have a cumulaively sgnificant impact on the environment
beyond that aready identified in the EIS.

8. Has adverse effects on properties listed or digible for listing on the Nationa Register of Historic Places?
() Yes (v')No
Remarks: TheEA (pg. 14) does not indicate that this action would adversdly affect any stes, structures,
or objectslisted in or digible for liging in the Nationd Register of Historic Places.



9. May adversdly affect an endangered or threstened speciesor its habitat that has been determined to be critical
under the Endangered Species Act of 19737

Aquatic Species () Yes (v") No
Botanicd Species () Yes (v)) No
Terrestrid Species () Yes (v") No

Remarks. Consultation with NMFS (March 2, 1999) resulted ina"not likely to adversdly affect(
determination for listed fish. Botanica surveys did not identify the presence of any T&E plants
therefore consultation was not required. Formal consultation with the FWS (January 10, 2001) for
the Eagleview Campground Recongtruction action which concluded that the activity Aisnot likdly to
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the adverse modification or
destruction of designated critical habitatf).

10. Threatens to violate Federd, State, loca, or tribal law or requirements imposed for the protection of the

environment? ()Yes (v') No
Remarks: We find that this action would not threaten a violation of Federd, State, locd or tribal law
imposed for the protection of the environment.



